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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Final Office action is responsive to Applicant's amendment filed November 
12, 2004. 

Claims 1-10, 12. 14, and 17 have been amended. 
Claims 1-17 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed November 12, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues, "while Douglass discloses using an analysis of personalities of 
multiple team members to maximize an effort of a team , the present claimed invention 
recites an analysis of a single individuaL together with initial conditions which will vary 
depending upon the type of event scheduled." (Page 6 of Applicant's response) The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. First, while Douglass makes recommendations for 
working with a team, the team is comprised of individuals and each individual's 
personality is assessed to determine how he/she will interact with the team (HH 9-10). 
Each person's potential contribution to the team is assessed on an individual level. 
Second, the claimed invention does not expressly recite that the initial conditions^ 
necessarily vary based upon the type of event selected. Even if this limitation were 
recited in the claims, both Douglass and Grensing are directed toward planning for 
different projects or jobs, thereby implying that the type of planned project or job would 
dictate the event items that need to be scheduled accordingly. 
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Applicant submits that "the Examiner does not discuss any specific evidence of 
motivation to combine Douglass and Grensing, but only makes conclusory statements." 
(Page 7 of Applicant's response) The Examiner respectfully disagrees. As explained in 
the art rejection, both Douglass and Grensing are directed toward more effectively 
planning projects and jobs in light of the varying personalities of employees. Both 
articles discuss working toward the same goal of more efficient completion of schedules 
in preparation for a given event (e.g., completion of the planned project, job, etc.). 
Therefore, the Examiner maintains that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention would have indeed found it obvious and been motivated to 
combine the teachings of Douglass and Grensing to address the claimed invention for 
the reasons outlined in the art rejection. 

Applicant argues the following: 

...However, Grensing fails to disclose anything about 
automatically making a plan including a plurality of plan 
items as a whole for an event, as shown, for example, in 
FIG. 26 of the present invention. Grensing teaches how to 
conquer procrastination by discovering a peak activation 
time, prioritizing projects by deadline and then by importance 
of tasks, making lists, using extra time to tackle smaller tasks 
rather than wasting the time, setting realistic deadlines for 
projects, aiming for quality projects, not perfect ones, 
delegating tasks, scheduling time to work without 
interruptions, rewarding oneself for meeting deadlines and 
learning to say no to unreasonable requests for assistance. 
However, Grensing does not teach or suggest analyzing a 
character of a single individual , together with initial 
conditions which will vary depending upon the type of event 
scheduled in order to plan an event automatically, as is 
recited by the present claimed invention. (Page 8 of 
Applicant's response) 
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First, the Examiner asserts that "prioritizing projects by deadline and then by 
importance of tasks" (as cited by Applicant) is an example of "making a plan including a 
plurality of plan items as a whole for an event." Second, the claimed invention does not 
expressly recite that the initial conditions necessarily vary based upon the type of event 
selected. Even if this limitation were recited in the claims, both Douglass and Grensing 
are directed toward planning for different projects or jobs, thereby implying that the type 
of planned project or job would dictate the event items that need to be scheduled 
accordingly. 

Applicant asserts that "[njeither Douglass nor Grensing teach or suggest using a 
computer readable medium for storing instructions to analyze a user's answers to a 
predetermined questionnaire to obtain a character analysis of a user and planning an 
event selected by a user based at least in part on the character analysis of the user" 
(page 8 of Applicant's response). Presumably, Applicant is referring to claims 9 and 14- 
17. On pages 5-6 of the previous Office action, the Examiner explained why it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention 
to implement the recited method through use of automatic planning apparatus and 
components thereof. Applicant did not contest this part of the rejection. Claims 9 and 
14-17 essentially recite the software needed to perform the methodology recited in 
claims 1-8, 12, and 13. Since claims 1-8, 12, and 13 recite the use of automatic 
planning apparatus and components thereof, software is deemed inherent to such 
automatic planning apparatus and components thereof in order to instruct the apparatus 
and components how to carry out the recited method. Therefore, by addressing 
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apparatus claims 1-8, 12, and 13 that incorporate the methodology corresponding to 
claims 9 and 14-17, the software recited in claims 9 and 14-17 is deemed to have 
already been addressed by the rejection of claims 1-8, 12, and 13, as set forth in the art 
rejection. 

Applicant argues that "neither Douglass nor Grensing teach or suggest using a 
neural network to analyze the user's answers to determine a level from a predetermined 
set of levels for each character factor of affection, sincerity, delicacy, action and 
courage, using levels obtained to set a character rating." (Page 8 of Applicant's 
response) Applicant's contention is not clear. As per claim 13, the art rejection states 
that "Douglass' time management personality assessment of each individual assesses a 
character rating based on a character analysis of the user using answers to the 
questionnaire and the character analysis defines a level of tendency toward action of 
each individual." Regarding claim 16, Official Notice was taken that it is old and well- 
known in the art to utilize neural networks to assess data and yield results mimicking 
human-based reasoning. Applicant has not challenged any of these statements; 
therefore, the Examiner maintains her position, as set forth in the art rejection. As a 
matter of fact, Applicant did not challenge the validity of any of the statements of Official 
Notice in the art rejection; therefore, these statements are now established as facts of 
record in accordance with MPEP § 2144.03(C). 

Applicant argues that "the Examiner is solving a different problem with the 
combination of Douglass and Grensing than the problem solved by the present claimed 
invention." (Page 8 of Applicant's response) In response to Applicant's argument that 
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Douglass and Grensing are nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference 
must either be in the field of Applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent 
to the particular problem with which the Applicant was concerned, in order to be relied 
upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 
24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the Examiner asserts that Douglass 
and Grensing are both concerned with taking the characters of individuals into account 
in order to more effectively schedule events, such as project tasks and jobs. The 
claimed invention is directed toward a similar goal, as described in the following excerpt 
from page 1 of Applicant's specification: "The present invention relates to an automatic 
planning apparatus and a computer product contained a program used to automatically 
construct a schedule for an event taking the character of the user into account." 
Therefore, the Examiner maintains that not only are Douglass and Grensing in the field 
of Applicant's endeavor, but they are also reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 
with which the Applicant is concerned. 

In conclusion, Applicant's arguments are deemed to be non-persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Douglass et al. ("Understanding Ourselves and Others in the Team") in view of 
Grensing ("Don't Delay Start Today: Ten Surefire Ways to Conquer Procrastination"). 

Douglass discusses a time management approach based on the time 
management personalities of team members. Douglass' assessment process helps to 
understand individual differences in order to "[move] beyond irritations and confusion to 
building effective teams" (1} 1). The personality type of each individual is gauged based 
on each individual's respective responses to a questionnaire (UH 8-10). In other words, 
Douglass performs the steps of creating and providing a questionnaire for determining a 
predetermined property of the user, receiving the answers to the questionnaire, and 
analyzing the predetermined property of the user based on a predetermined analysis 
method by considering the answers. Douglass provides in detail the time management 
style associated with each of four identified time management personality types (Hlj 18- 
37). Implicit to Douglass' analysis are the advantages and pitfalls that each individual is 
likely to face as part of a team, based on his/her respective time management 
personality type. Douglass does not provide explicit advice to each personality type for 
planning a particular event; however, Douglass addresses various personality types, 
including 'Time Tarrier" or procrastinator (im 26-28). Grensing provides procrastinators 
with tips for conquering the bad habits associated with procrastinators in order to 
complete planned tasks on time. For example, Grensing recommends that 
procrastinators organize their tasks by priority and then complete the more important 
tasks before starting the less important ones (1|1| 11-16). Another suggestion is that 
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larger projects, or events, be broken down into smaller, more manageable tasks (Iflj 17- 
19). The procrastinator's goal is to complete tasks/projects by their established 
deadlines (i.e., the procrastinator plans backward from the deadlines or initial 
conditions). Based on the fact that the individual has a tendency to procrastinate (i.e., a 
predetermined property of the user), recommendations are proffered regarding how to 
plan, or schedule, completion of the desired tasks/projects in a timely manner. 
Grensing's article opens with the statement, "Procrastination is a problem that affects 
many supervisors and workers" (U 1). Grensing then proceeds to explain how workers 
and supervisors can take steps to conquer procrastination. Similarly, Douglass advises 
managers on how "to better understand their own selves and the team members" (1| 1) 
through personality assessment of the team members; therefore, the Examiner asserts 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to extend the teachings of Douglass to provide specific advice 
regarding initial conditions required for executing the planning of an event, including 
event items as a whole, desired by a user and forming a schedule for the preparation 
and execution of the event based on the initial conditions and the analysis of the 
predetermined property of the user (as taught by Grensing and recited in claim 1 ) in 
order to assist teams of supervisors/managers and workers/team members in more 
efficiently and timely completing a planned project, especially in light of the varying time 
management personalities possessed by the various individuals involved. It should be 
noted that, since the recommended schedules are based on time management 
tendencies associated with each individual's personality, a plurality of patterns are 
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classified as related to the predetermined property, or classification of a character, of 
the user and the scheduling is based on a plan linked to the recognized pattern (claim 
2). Also, the user is supplied with and notified of the plan data/schedule since planning 
recommendations are provided to the user (claims 3 and 4). Since the 
planned/scheduled events occur during each individual's life, it is understood that the 
event is one of various events in life (claim 8). As per claims 12 and 13, Douglass' time 
management personality assessment of each individual assesses a character rating 
based on a character analysis of the user using answers to the questionnaire and the 
character analysis defines a level of tendency toward action of each individual. 

Regarding claims 5-7, Douglass does not explicitly disclose how needed 
resources for a project are reserved and/or obtained. Grensing acknowledges that the 
ability to readily obtain needed resources affects the setting of project deadlines (jj^ 23- 
24); however, Grensing fails to provide any specific details regarding how such 
resources are reserved and/or obtained. Official Notice is taken that it is old and well- 
known in the art to reserve and/or purchase items, articles, or services needed to 
complete a project and provide payment thereof. As acknowledged by Grensing, the 
availability of necessary resources is crucial to setting feasible deadlines and Douglass 
too is directed toward completing projects in a timely manner; therefore, the Examiner 
asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at time of 
Applicant's invention to implement with the Douglass-Grensing combination the ability to 
reserve and/or purchase items, articles, or services needed to complete a project and 
provide payment thereof in order to facilitate quick and efficient planning of a project in 
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its entirety, including assurance of the provision of all needed resources in a timely 
manner. 

Furthermore, as per claims 1-8, 12, and 13, neither Douglass nor Grensing 
expressly teaches the use of automatic planning apparatus and components thereof 
(e.g., a questionnaire unit, an analysis unit, an input unit, a planning unit, storage unit, a 
management unit, etc.). However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known 
in the art to automate well-known manual processes in order to complete the processes 
more quickly, efficiently, and accurately than if performed entirely by a human. 
Therefore, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to automate the steps discussed above 
through use of automatic planning apparatus and components thereof (e.g., a 
questionnaire unit, an analysis unit, an input unit, a planning unit, storage unit, a 
management unit, etc.) in order to facilitate completion of the processes more quickly, 
efficiently, and accurately than if performed entirely by a human. 

[Claim 9] Claim 9 recites limitations already addressed by the rejection of claims 1- 
8, 12, and 13 above; therefore, the same rejection applies. 

\ 

[Claims 10, 11] Claims 10 and 11 recite limitations already addressed by the 
rejection of claims 1-8, 12, and 13 above; therefore, the same rejection applies. 
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[Claims 14-17] Claims 14-17 recite limitations already addressed by the rejection 
of claims 1-8, 12, and 13 above; therefore, the same rejection applies. 

Furthermore, as per claims 15 and 16, neither Douglass nor Grensing expressly 
teaches use of a neural network to perform assessment of the user's answers to yield a 
character rating. However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art 
to utilize neural networks to assess data and yield results mimicking human-based 
reasoning. Neural networks automate human-based reasoning and therefore can 
quickly and fairly accurately model and predict approximate results based on this same 
type of human-based reasoning. Therefore, the Examiner asserts that it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
adapt the Douglass-Grensing combination to performs its assessment of the user's 
answers to yield a character rating through use of a neural network in order to quickly 
and fairly accurately model and predict approximate character analysis results based on 
the human-based reasoning disclosed by Douglass. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Susanna M. Diaz whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
1337. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 9 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (703) 305-9643. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). ' 
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